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Adam Piette 
Beckett, Affect and the Face 
 
The production of affect in reading is riddled through with tiny inscrutabilities. 
Identification with strong feeling as represented in literary texts is explicable as one of 
the modes of expression of basic human V\PSDWK\%XWWKHµDVLI¶FODXVHQHFHVVDU\WR
fictional sympathy demands a complex set of conditions: you must internalise the affect 
as if the strong feelings were really taking place to someone close to you. This act of 
identification with textual affect is accepted as fictional and mediated (because more 
RIWHQWKDQQRWIRFDOL]HGWKURXJKDµUHPHPEHULQJ¶QDUUDWRUFRPSOLFDWLQJWKHLGHDRIWKH
present). Furthermore, the affects generated by the act of sympathetic reading are 
governed by conventions both literary and cultural, not least those involved in the 
structuring of the affective event into quasi-dramatic situations with their own logic, 
power relations and fluid potential for projection, role play, allegorisation, the inviting of 
quick and provisional adoption of rival points of view. The invitation to entertain the 
SRVVLELOLW\RIDQRWKHU¶VIHHOLQJLQOLWHUDU\WH[WVGHSHQGVWRRRQDVVXUDQFHVRIFRPPRQ
feeling across time, culture and space ± as it does on an acceptance of the premise that 
literary texts are indeed read this way, as invitations to feel. The premise implies a host of 
subsidiary half-truths: that literary reading is a post-romantic practice designed to gain 
access to the emotions of strangers; that feelings can be communicated through words 
alone if mediated by a sympathising narrator; that reading is a performance of those 
mediated stranger-feelings in the manipulable heart of the reader-respondent. All these 
FRQGLWLRQVDUHSXWWRVHYHUHWHVWE\WKHYHQRPDQGPDOLFHRI%HFNHWW¶VPHWDILFWions. His 
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narrators deny their own powers of sympathy; aim to kill off all feeling; seek to destroy 
FRPPXQLFDEOHDIIHFWWKURXJKDSXUJLQJRIODQJXDJH¶VFDSDFLW\WRUHSUHVHQWOD\EDUHWKH
conventions controlling the eliciting of sympathy; desire to cripple all performances 
through an acid-bath dissolution of objects of desire, including all strangers, friends and 
foe.  
 The targetting of human sympathy is so remorseless in the prose and drama that 
readers are entitled to suspect there is more at work than deconstructive postmodern 
satire. Psychoanalytic interpretation in particular has fastened on the fictions as 
symptoms of Oedipal drives wreaking textual havoc, libidinal energies strangling 
maternal imago, mother tongues, all trace of renascent mother love%HFNHWW¶V
psychoanalysis with Bion in the 1930s has generated a powerful wing in Beckett 
FULWLFLVPDQGWKHRU\'LGLHU$Q]LHX¶VBeckett et le psychanalyste (Paris: Mentha, 1992) 
reads the prose works as textual defence systems against the maternal image, the fictions 
creating imaginary envelopes within which the ego dreams of recreating the common 
skin of mother and embryo only the better to tear it through. Evelyne Grossman and Yann 
Mével have been demonstrating, with compelling authority, the melancholia in the texts, 
the violence of the language a constant ripping away from the maternal.1 Affect, 
according to these psychoanalytic readings, is generated textually by the constantly 
painful revisiting of the maternal-in-language as both impossible dream of reunion and 
murderous violence targetting the mother Chose. The self-lacerating, self-hobbling 
textual mannerisms are both symptoms of, and strategic assaults upon, the prehistoric 
(m)Other within the subject. 
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 These readings rest on the assumption that the texts are theatres for the display of 
the symptoms of the melancholic struggle over representation of the imago in all its 
forms. As such, they seem to have narcissistic value only. The question then arises: what 
point is there to the display of symptoms EH\RQG%HFNHWW¶VRZQSV\FKRELRJUDSK\",I
there is no point, then the affects generated by the texts in readers, if affects there are, 
become side-effects only, fake creatures of naive forms of readerly identification. If the 
affective charge of the texts is acknowledged to be more central than that, then one must 
DFFHSWWKDW%HFNHWW¶VFDVHVWXG\GRHVKDYHDQDEVWUDFWIXQFWLRQDVH[HPSODU\PRYLQJ
beyond auto-analysis to exploration of the mind caught in the toils of libidinal forces 
within language ± and is generalisable as such. But this move from the particular case to 
WKHJHQHUDOµVSHFLHV¶IHHOLQJLVSUHFLVHO\ZKDW%HFNHWW¶VWH[WVDUHRYHUWO\GHVLJQHGWR
countermand with the full broken energy of their comedy. To work as emotional texts, 
WKHQ%HFNHWW¶Vstories must have some hidden counterforce to the affect-denying 
ordinances of the severe comedic procedures and routines.  
 That counter-force stands and falls, I would argue, on the ground assumption that 
readerly sympathy as sentimental feeling with is capable of performing the affect 
triggered by half-conscious signals in the texts.2 To perform an affect is to simulate the 
rhythmical surges and tensed knots of conflicted feeling that might accompany an acting-
out of the words as touched or organised (evHQµVHFUHWO\¶E\WKHDIIHFW3 :LWK%HFNHWW¶V
words, that simulation would depend also on a readerly capacity to perform blockages to 
feeling within textual acts of affect-censorship as themselves also organized by some 
PXIIOHGDQGµVHFUHW¶DIIHFWQRWµGHHSHU¶EXWPRUHFU\SWLFDOO\GLIIXVHG,QSDUWLFXODUWKH
blocked affect will be enacted through simulation in the form of baffled mystery, as 
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estranging enigma ± the secretiveness a direct consequence of the white noise produced 
E\WKHQDUUDWRU¶VVFUHHQLQJHIIDFHPHQWVRIDOOIHHOLQJ+RZ%HFNHWW¶VSURVHLQYLWHV
readers to perform affect-as-enigma is the research question this paper addresses. 
  In Ill Seen Ill Said (1982), Beckett stages a confrontation between the 
remembering, self-DQDO\WLFDOµGULYHOOLQJVFULEH¶DQGWKHPHQWDOWUDFHVRIWKHPDWHUQDO
LPDJRLQWKHVKDSHRIDQµROGVRG\LQJZRPDQ¶4 She is figured as an Eve-Venus in her 
last throes, mourning for her dead partner, awaiting the end, subject to rapt nostalgia. She 
is seen in her cabin and pastures over sixty-one paragraphs (Beckett numbered each 
paragraph in the drafts) fitfully attended by twelve mysterious 
watchers/mourners/guardians.5 The scribal narrator cannot control her image sufficiently 
to put an end to his own fiction ±  as if she were a memory trace, or as if she were alive 
DQGSUHVHQWWRWKHPLQG¶VH\H6 The fiction takes as its subject, then, the problem of 
imaginary identification with the mother within. At the same time, the narrative drive is 
towards extinguishing the affects normally associated with the plangencies of the dying 
mother. The narrator wields several weapons against sentimental feeling: dark cynicism, 
sexualization, clinical diction, dismissive fictionalizing, destructive energy, overt Oedipal 
tricks. This panoply of tactics is broadly comic, and is ranged with gusto against the 
QDUUDWRU¶VRZQSURMHFW%XWMXVWDVWKHQDUUDWRUILQGVLWLPSRVVLEOHQRWWRLPDJLQHWKH
woman as maternally present, so does he find his own hunger for destruction of the 
imaginary world he has conjured into being impossible to bring to conclusion. Or rather, 
both the imagining desire and the decreative drive are subject to a third force, a power of 
LQWHUPLWWHQFHLQWKHREMHFWWKDWJDLQVD\VERWK7KHROGZRPDQ¶VLQWHUPLWWHQFHLVDUK\WKP
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set up not only by her appearances and disappearances, but also by the tendency, when 
she does appear, to alternate wandering and freezing in petrified attitudes. 
 In an early draft of the French original, Mal vu mal dit, Beckett had scrawled one 
of his permutation sets, in this case the permutations between O, P and I. As published by 
Charles Krantz in his variorum edition of both English and French texts, these are 
LGHQWLILHGDVµSOHXUV¶µRHLO¶DQGµLQWHUPLWWHQFHV¶7 In other words, one of the games being 
played by the narrator is to break down into pseudo-scientific blocks the mechanics of 
elegy: that is, the relations between the mourning imagination (the eye), the ritual act of 
mourning (the tears), and the uncontrollable absence-presence of the lost object (the dead 
PRWKHU¶VLQWHUPLWWHQWLPDJH%HFNHWW¶VUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIKHUµIntermittences¶LVEDVHG
FOHDUO\RQ3URXVW¶µ,QWHUPLWWHQFHVGXFRHXU¶WKHVHFWLRQRISodome et Gomorrhe on the 
QDUUDWRU¶VPRXUQLQJIRUKLVJUDQGPRWKHU± ZKLFK%HFNHWWWKRXJKWZDVµSHrhaps the 
JUHDWHVWSDVVDJHWKDW3URXVWHYHUZURWH¶8 As Angela Moorjani has argued, the act of 
PRXUQLQJLQWKHµ,QWHUPLWWHQFHV¶VHFWLRQUHHQDFWVWKHGHDWKRIWKHORVWRQHEXWZLWKLQWKH
subject ± the dead loved one inhabits the psyche as an alien presence/absence, acting 
almost as an artificial unconscious, the memory traces encrypted (following Torok and 
Abraham) as a living dead presence.9 0RRUMDQLVHHV3URXVW¶Vµ,QWHUPLWWHQFHVGXFRHXU¶ 
H[HPSOLI\LQJ0HODQLH.OHLQ¶VLGHDLQKHULove, Guilt and Reparation, that the artist, like 
the mourner, repeats the experiences of grief by re-performing both the loss of self 
caused by the destructive (m)other, and the loss of the (m)other inflicted by the 
GHVWUXFWLYHVHOI0RRUMDQLµ$&U\SWDQDO\VLV¶S,WLVWKLs complex of fantasy death 
and fragmentation that Klein understands as leading to the guilt towards the loved/hated 
object and the consequent desire to make reparation.  
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 7KHQDUUDWRU¶VPRXUQLQJIRUKLVJUDQGPRWKHUUHYLVLWVWKHORVWPRWKHULQMXVWWKLV
way, reenacting the death in dream form to play out the guilty secret of the destructive 
dialectic. For he had unconsciously desired her death because of his love for her, and her 
(postmortem) love for him inhabits him as his own death within ± taking on the form of 
an uncanny ghost in the next room. The imagination then encrypts this knowledge within 
the text of the novel in enigmatic form: Moorjani cites one of the two dreams of the dead 
JUDQGPRWKHUZKHUHWKHQDUUDWRU¶VIDWKHUWDONVRIKHUWHDUVEH\RQGWKe grave. The dream 
HQGVZLWKWKHFU\SWLFZRUGVRIWKHGUHDPVHOIµFHUIVFHUIV)UDQFLV-DPPHV
IRXUFKHWWH¶10 These words are cryptonyms, for Moorjani, hinting at the secret affect 
governing the dream, in this case parricidal and matricidal impulses: the µFHUIV¶UHSHWLWLRQ
DQDOOXVLRQWR)ODXEHUW¶VVKRUWVWRU\µ/D/pJHQGHGH6W-XOLHQO¶+RVSLWDOLHU¶ZKHUHWKH
VDLQWDFFLGHQWDOO\NLOOVKLVSDUHQWVZKLOVWVKRRWLQJGHHUWKXVIXOILOOLQJWKHVWDJ¶VSURSKHF\
µ)UDQFLV-DPPHV¶EHFDXVH-DPPHVKDGEHJJHG3URXVWWRHxcise the Montjouvain sadism 
VFHQHLQZKLFK*LOEHUWHDQGKHUOHVELDQORYHUGHVHFUDWHWKHPHPRU\RIKHUIDWKHU¶V
memory.11  
 The affect governing the nonsense is so censored and distorted, however, that it 
cannot be registered by the reader without this secret information. What is intuited is the 
HQLJPDLWVHOI0RRUMDQLDUJXHVWKDWWKHµ,QWHUPLWWHQFHVGXFRHXU¶VHFWLRQLVQHWZRUNHG
WKURXJKWKHFU\SWRQ\PVLQWRUHODWLRQZLWKWKH0RQWMRXYDLQHSLVRGHDQGWR3URXVW¶VHDUO\
VWRU\DERXWPDWULFLGDOIDQWDV\µ&RQIHVVLRQVG¶XQHMHXQHILOOH¶%XWWKHVHDOOXVLRQVDUH
only rendered available by arduous and disputable sleuthing, where decryption is likely to 
VPRWKHUDOODIIHFW7KHHOXVLYHIHHOLQJRIVWUDQJHQHVVDQGEDIIOHPHQWWKDWWKHQDUUDWRU¶V
dream words summon have affective power as mysteries. The surrealist sequence of 
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deer-deer-Jammes-IRUNFRPHVDIWHUWKHIDWKHU¶VUHDVVXUDQFHDERXWWKHJUDQGPRWKHU¶V
tears of joy that he will write a book. The comedy of the sequence informs the affective 
charge, therefore: his mourning is being scrambled by nonsense. The affect, for the 
UHDGHUUHVLGHVLQWKHQDUUDWRU¶VHIIRUWWRWHDUKLPVHOIDZD\IURPWKHGHSWKRIIHHOLQJKLV
JUDQGPRWKHU¶VWHDUVVXPPRQLQKLP7KDWWHDULQJDZD\LVKDOI-comic because it is also a 
sign of the mental confusion experienced as he awakes, the nonsense a rambling as the 
logic of the dream loses its hold on the mind. It is only once that first set of affects has 
been registered by the reader ± a combination of feelings of bafflement, compassion for 
the depth of feeling occasioning the tearing away, and amusement at the verbal confusion 
± only when these mixed feelings are registered fully that the decrypting is motivated. 
The move to the deeper suppressed matricidal affect only takes place once affect as such 
has been experienced. And it is the feeling of mystery that is most significant here ± but 
only, I repeat, because it has been experienced as so richly charged with readerly 
compassion and amused fellow-feeling.  
 As an example of this, the third puzzle in WKHVHTXHQFHµIRXUFKHWWH¶0RRUMDQL
argues, is there because it summons the involuntary memory episode of the fork striking 
the plate in the hotel, summoning memories of the halt of the train and the sound of 
workers striking the rails. But it is as likely to be a distorted allusion to Forcheville, agent 
of jealousy in the novel for Swann (and therefore example of all phantom lovers of the 
loved one for the narrator). Swann remembers at one point in $O¶RPEUHGHVMHXQHVILOOHV
en fleurs when he had tried tRUHDGRQHRI2GHWWH¶VOHWWHUVWR)RUFKHYLOOHWKURXJKWKH
HQYHORSHµ%XWWKHPHPRU\ZDVQRWDSOHDVDQWRQHDQGUDWKHUWKDQDOORZWKHVKDPH
which he felt to deepen any further, he preferred to indulge in a little grimace at the 
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corner of his mouth, complemented if need be by a shaking of his head which signified: 
³:K\VKRXOGLWDIIHFWPH"´¶12 The instability and nonsensical chaos that the end of the 
QDUUDWRU¶VGUHDPfeels like ZLWKLWVµFHUIVFHUIV)UDQFLV-DPPHVIRXUFKHWWH¶UDQGRP
series is a counterparWWR6ZDQQ¶VDIIHFW-DYRLGDQFH6ZDQQ¶VJULPDFHDQGVKDNLQJRIWKH
head denies affect but is a signal that the affect shame is operating and needs to be 
suppressed. Swann gives himself up to his face µSUpIpUDLWVHOLYUHUj¶WKXVVXUUHQGHUVWR
the surface RIKLVVNLQWRWKHPRELOHIHDWXUHVRIKLVGLVSOD\DEOHµ,¶DVXQIHHOLQJVXEMHFW-
for-RWKHUVµ4X¶HVW-ce que ça peut me IDLUH"¶in order to perform the dismissal of the 
unpleasant memory and its affective charge of shame.13 But the performance is a mixed 
one: it aims to be light-hearted (to smile and shake the head in amusement), but performs 
the stinging affect (the shake of the head signifying a fearful no, protesting too much, the 
smile become a grimace of pain).  
 So the intermittence of the lost other, one could say, is partly a consequence of 
inward affect-avoidance. The cryptonyms that are the sign of the affect are, on the face of 
it, just as much superficial signs of the affect being denied. Intermittence, as Proust 
XQGHUVWRRGLWLVWKHKHDUW¶VXQbearable swing from joy at the presence of the lost loved 
one to sudden alienating sense of loss according to the fractures and repressions of 
memory ± a systole and diastole which beats its way down to an ending and forgetting. 
But the intermittence lies just as surely in the rhythm between full affect and affect 
denial, and in the obscure lines of force that structure their interrelation. With Beckett, 
the narrator concentrates solely on intermittence as ungovernable appearance and 
disappearance of the affective source; the bare mechanics of the swing from full presence 
to sudden absence is being deployed to efface the affects. And just as Swann prefers to 
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put on a brave face to weather the suppressing of the affect of shame yet signals his secret 
shame by VRGRLQJVR%HFNHWW¶VQDUUDWRULQIll Seen Ill Said desires to conquer all affect 
with his abstract metafictional view of the mechanics of elegy, yet displays affective 
symptoms at every move. Shame-facedly, it is the very act of witnessing the face of the 
other which most unnervingly displays this to the reader. 
 Ill Seen Ill Said proceeds as if by remorseless killing logic to seek out the 
immobilising of the subject in order to liquidate her material traces. In a parody of 
Proustian intermittence and its swing from memories of presence to recognition of the 
stillness of the dead loved one, WKHQDUUDWRU¶VSDUDJUDSKVGHWDLOWKHROGZRPDQ¶VRUGLQDU\
movements only the better to construct a petrifying resolution as her strength slowly dies 
away. The matricidal impulse, instead of being the hidden and encrypted secret as with 
Proust, is the overt norm. The intermittences which perform the absence-presence 
dialectic in Proust are the means whereby the sadistic affect is repressed. In Beckett, all is 
inverted: the sadistic impulse is the governing drive and is the means whereby affect as 
such is kept secret. The endgame in both Proust and Beckett is the same: the death of the 
subject as affective source. In Proust, intermittence itself becomes a routine and 
mechanical thing and the feeling of bereavement fades. In Beckett, we start with 
PHFKDQLFDOURXWLQHHOHJ\LWLV3URXVW¶VHQGJDPHZKLFKLQWHUHVWVKLP 
 In Beckett, the desired matricidal resolution occurs most hopefully when the old 
woman sleeps ± he watches heUIDFHSDURG\LQJWKHQDUUDWRU¶VJD]HRQ$OEHUWLQH¶V
sleeping form) for signs of death at this time of high vulnerability to the killing gaze: 
µ'HDGVWLOORQKHUEDFNHYHQLQJDQGQLJKW>@$ORQH)DFHGHIHQFHOHVVHYHQLQJDQGQLJKW¶
(ISIS, pp. 38-9). Her H\HVFORVHGKHUIDFHLVZLWKRXWSURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWWKHPLQG¶VH\H
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<HWWKHGHVLUHWRSXWDQHQGWRKHUWRVHHKHUµGHDGVWLOO¶IDWDOO\LPPRELOHLVFURVVHGE\
the affect it denies: the desire to see her simply persisting, still dead but also quietly there 
asleep nevertheless. And the killing gaze itself betrays this in its desire for her eyes: 
 
Quick the eyes. The moment they open. Suddenly they are there. Nothing having 
stirred. One is enough. One staring eye. Gaping pupil thinly nimbed with washen 
blue. No trace of humour. None any more. Unseeing. As if dazed by what seen 
behind the lids. The other plumbs its dark. Then opens in its turn. Dazed in its 
turn. (ISIS, p. 39) 
 
The desire to see the eye is outwardly a vampiric hunger to see if the mind is alive, the 
seeing a yearning for no life. The narratorial urge is to describe the eye and therefore 
H[WLQJXLVKDQ\YLVLEOHDIIHFWDOOWUDFHRIIHHOLQJOLIHDVIHHOLQJ+DSS\WKDWWKHUHLVµ>Q@R
WUDFHRIKXPRXU¶WKHUHLVVWLOOOLIHWKRXJKLQWKHROGZRPDQ¶V dazedness ± her inner 
vision is sign of persistence. At the same time, the wishful thinking is shadowed by its 
repressed affect ± WKHGHVLUHIRUWKHH\HVLVFURVVHGE\DGHVLUHIRUKHUOLIHµQuick the 
H\HV¶14 The sign of intermittence, the suddenness of SUHVHQFHDIWHUDEVHQFHµ6XGGHQO\
WKH\DUHWKHUH¶VLJQDOVWKHUHVXUJHQFHRIDIIHFWLQWKHQDUUDWRUDQH\H-for-an-eye return 
upon the self. His eyes too are dazed by the mystery of what she might be feeling. He too 
LVWKHµRWKHU¶ZKRSOXPEVWKHGDUNRIWhe pupil, core of all facial affects. He cannot see 
what she feels, is as unseeing as her inwardly stricken eye. Everything he says of her eyes 
VLJQDOVKLVRZQGHQLHGDIIHFWWKHµJDSLQJ¶IHHOLQJIRUKHUGDUNLQWHULRULW\LVµQLPEHG¶
over the face of his text. Intermittence here is less a sequential swing from absence to 
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presence, than an ingrown intertexture of difference within the same words: the 
difference lying at the same faultline between bereaved affect and empty heartlessness. 
Part of the reason of the crossing of her eyes with his in Ill Seen Ill Said is due to the 
uncanny fact that he is mourning someone whom he remembers in mourning. Tracking 
down signs of her affects will always signify his own in this doubled elegiac situation. 
 The narrator manages finally to isolate her within her cabin; she is unable to move 
outside, and he scents the final days. The triumph would be the witnessing of her death 
and the extinguishing of her world. Like the toxic camera of Film (1965), the eye zooms 
in on her face, display-board of human affect,15 KXQWLQJIRUVLJQVRIG\LQJµWKHIDFH\HW
DJDLQLQWKHOLJKWRIWKHODVWUD\V1RORVVRISDOORU1RQHRIFROG¶ISIS, p. 48). But 
instead of the desired tragic close, a mysterious smile: 
 
Impressive above all the corners imperceptibly upcurved. A smile? Is it possible? 
Ghost of an ancient smile smiled finally once and for all. Such ill seen half seen 
the mouth in the light of the last rays. Suddenly they leave her. Rather it leaves 
them. Off again to the dark. There to smile on. If smile is what it is. (ISIS, p. 49) 
 
Intertextual ambiguity streaks through the prose: if the upcurve is imperceptible, how is 
the smile seen? The shock at her humour (gainsaying the previous paragraph) as sign of 
persistent lively mind ± µA smiOH",VLWSRVVLEOH"¶± betrays its opposite, a gladness at her 
JODGQHVV7KHV\QWDFWLFDOFRQIXVLRQWKHµWKH\¶RIWKHUD\VUHYLVHGE\WKH¶LW¶RIOLJKW
points to an affective glitch, a turn upon the observing self, from the plural of the twelve 
watchers tRWKHµLW¶RIKLVRZQH\H7KHJOLWFKFUHDWHVDWLQ\KHVLWDWLRQDVWRWKHDQDSKRULF
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UHIHUHQFHRIµ2IIDJDLQWRWKHGDUN7KHUHWRVPLOHRQ¶7KHµLW¶LWFRXOGEHWKDWPD\EHRII
to the dark to smile on ± hinting at his secret joy that she smiles. What motivates the 
confusion, and generates the tiny semi-erased affects, is the Mona Lisa mystery of the 
smile. The face preserves the enigma of its interiority ± is she smiling that the sun is at 
last leaving the world? Is she as glad as the eye that these may be the very last rays? Or is 
she smiling at some memory, triggered by the ritual return of the evening star? Does she 
smile at the vision of her own lost loved one ± µ(\HVFORVHGGRHVVKHVHHKLP"¶ISIS, p. 
42). Is she smiling at all, or merely performing enigma through withdrawal from readable 
affect? The affect here is the enigma. 
 Emmanuel Levinas, in an essay written for Alan Montefiore, meditated on the 
strangeness of the face as site of phenomenological affect. For Levinas, the face of the 
other in its µQXGLW\GHVWLWXWLRQZLWKRXWGHIHQFH>@LVIRUPHDWRQHDQGWKHVDPHWLPHD
WHPSWDWLRQWRNLOODQGWKH³WKRXVKDOWQRWNLOO´E\ZKLFK,DPDFFXVHGRUVXVSHFWHG¶16 
7KLVGRXEOHDWWLWXGHVXPPRQVWKHREVHUYHUDVµDFRQFUHWHH[SUHVVLRQRIPRUWDOLW\¶LQWKat 
WKHIDFHLVVRH[SRVHGWRµWKHLQYLVLELOLW\RIGHDWKWRWKHP\VWHU\RIGHDWKWRWKHQHYHUWR
EHUHVROYHGDOWHUQDWLYHEHWZHHQ%HLQJDQGQRW%HLQJ¶/HYLQDVµ%H\RQG,QWHQWLRQDOLW\¶
p. 109). Yet it is not death which provides the face with its enigmatic force, but another 
alternative to the intermittence between being and non-EHLQJDQDOWHUQDWLYHµH[WHQGLQJ
beyond WKHXQNQRZQ¶7KDWDOWHUQDWLYHGHPDQGVDSULPRUGLDOUHVSRQVHIURPWKHREVHUYHU
before VXEMHFWLYLW\µ7KHIDFHLWVHOIFRQVWLWXWHVWKHIDFWWKat someone summons me and 
GHPDQGVP\SUHVHQFH¶S,WVXPPRQVEHFDXVHRILWVYHU\P\VWHU\WKHHQLJPDRI
RWKHUQHVVµWKLVLQHIIDFHDEOHVWUDQJHQHVVRIWKHRWKHUZLWKLQP\UHVSRQVLELOLW\IRU>KHU@¶17 
The strangeness of the summoning face lies in the faFWWKDWLWµprovokes my response or 
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my responsibility, which [...] would be for-the-other¶ (p. 111). Its enigmatic force, then, 
OLHVLQLWVµTXHVWLRQLQJZKLFKipso facto, summons me¶ (p. 113). And it is proximity 
(being face-to-face) that triggers questioning, the move beyond the being/non-being 
intermittence to a radical response to the call of human otherness. 
 /HYLQDV¶SKHQRPHQRORJ\FDQEHPDGHPRUHFRQFUHWHE\JLYLQJDVSHFLILFFRQWHQW
to the face of the other. Jean Laplanche sees the source of all enigma in the inscrutability 
RIWKHSDUHQWDOIDFHRUUDWKHUWKHµVH[XDOPHVVDJHVWKDWDUHXQFRQVFLRXVIRUWKHDGXOWDQG
XQPDVWHUDEOHE\WKHFKLOG¶18 7KDWRULJLQDU\HQLJPDLVFRPSRXQGHGE\WKHµHQLJPDLQ
PRXUQLQJZKDWGRHVWKHGHDGSHUVRQZDQW"¶19 The enigma LQPRXUQLQJLVVRXUFHGLQµWKH
otherness of the other; and the otherness of the other is [her] response to [her] 
XQFRQVFLRXVWKDWLVWRVD\WRKLVRWKHUQHVVWR>KHUVHOI@¶µ7LPHDQGWKH2WKHU¶S
What the dead revenant wants is necessarily an act of reconstruction of some imagined 
SDVWWKHRWKHU¶VSDVWDQGWKHSDVWRIWKHREVHUYHUDQGKLVRZQXQFRQVFLRXV$QDO\VLVRI
WKHHQLJPDWLFIDFHRIWKHRWKHUµJRHVEDFNDORQJWKHWKUHDGVRIWKH³RWKHU´¶IRU
Laplanche, to  
 
the other thing of our unconscious, the other person who has implanted [her] 
messages, with, as horizon, the other thing in the other person, that is, the 
XQFRQVFLRXVRIWKHRWKHUZKLFKPDNHVWKRVHPHVVDJHVHQLJPDWLFµ7LPHDQGWKH
2WKHU¶S 
 
For Beckett, it is the PRWKHU¶V face which is source of all enigmatic otherness, due to the 
inscrutability of her (erotic) interiority for the child ± inscrutable, as Laplanche argues, 
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because WKHPRWKHULVDQGZDVXQFRQVFLRXVRIKHURZQXQFRQVFLRXV,WLVWKHPRWKHU¶V
face, too, which is most powerfully enigmatic in mourning, the dying/dead face 
summoning a primordial response from the observer by means of her very strangeness, as 
Levinas shows. What fuses the two enigmas, the enigma of otherness with its enigmatic 
signifiers and the enigma of the face of mourning and its post-mortem questioning, is 
enigmatic otherness at radical endgame, the intertexture of the unconsciousnesses of both 
subject and object in elegiac proximity, face to face. 
 The narrator of Ill Seen Ill Said gains access at last to the immobilized face after 
the Mona Lisa paragraph, in paragraphs 48 and 49. Paragraph 48 revisits the mouth and 
finds no change in the smile, even though the eyes are now closed. Paragraph 49, after a 
MRXUQH\DZD\RIµPDQ\ZLQWHUV¶DJDLQILQGVWKe smile unchanged, but still believes, on 
no evidence, that his absence from her has changed his own eye and scribe. In other 
words, if her face remains unchanged, there is hope of a change in the simple 
compositional fact that his own writerly apparatus is aging. So he resolves to set up a new 
form of controlled intermittence, a sequence of visits and absences which may bring 
DERXWWKHHQGµWRILQLVKZLWKLWDOODWODVW¶ISIS, p. 51). Yet the very voicing of the need 
to depart triggers the affect being stage-PDQDJHGµ%XWILUVWVHHKHUDJDLQ>@-XVWRQH
SDUWLQJORRN%HIRUHDOOPHHWDJDLQ7KHQJR%DUULQJLPSHGLPHQW$K¶ISIS, p. 51). The 
WUDFHRI9LFWRULDQVHQWLPHQWDOEDOODGDQG%XUQVPD\EHFRUURVLYHO\VDUFDVWLFEXWWKHµ$K¶
of recognition of her power to impede his own intermittence-machine speaks with the 
voice of enigma. As if to challenge and defy his intermittence scheme, in the next 
paragraph she is gone ± µ%XWVHHVKHVXGGHQO\QRORQJHUWKHUH¶ISIS, p. 52). Whilst she is 
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away, he attempts WRLPDJLQHKHUFDELQWRH[WLQFWLRQµ>Z@HOORQWKHZD\WRLQH[LVWHQFH¶
(ISIS, pp. 54).  
 At last in paragraphs 55-59, she is there, her face immobile, stony, near death. 
The apotheosis of the decreative drive is near conclusion, she is at last on her death¶VEHG
µ$ORQHWKHIDFHUHPDLQV2IWKHUHVWEHQHDWKLWVFRYHULQJQRWUDFH¶ISIS, p. 55). The old 
ZRPDQKHDUVDVXGGHQVRXQGZKLFKVHHPVWRVWDUWOHKHUµWKHJD]HWKHPLQGDZDNH¶7KH
REVHUYLQJH\HFORVHVLQµ)DUEHKLQGWKHH\HWKHHYHQWUHFHGHV:KHQVuddenly to the 
UHVFXHLWFRPHVDJDLQ¶:KDWWKHH\HLVVHHNLQJIDUEHKLQGKHUH\HWKHTXHVWLVIRUWKH
RUJDQL]LQJDIIHFWµEHKLQG¶KHUIDFHGHHSLQWKHGDUNQHVVRIWKHSXSLO20 He wants to know 
what the dead woman wants. So though the memory of her dying face is being revisited 
with an anti-HOHJLDFVSLULWRIHQTXLU\WKHTXHVWLVVWLOOWRVHHNRXWWKHGDUNµRWKHUWKLQJ¶RI
her unconscious affect. The sound of something collapsing in her house triggers the 
affect-response that ought to be traceable in her face, in the depths of her eye:  
 
far from the still agonizing eye a gleam of hope. By the grace of these modest 
beginnings. Within second sight the shack in ruins. To scrute together with the 
inscrutable face. All curiosity spent. (ISIS, p. 55) 
 
Deep behind her eye he intuits the affect of hope at the inner vision of her own house in 
ruins. And yet ambiguity unpicks the confidence of this reading of her: it is his own eye 
ZKLFKKRSHVIRUWKHYLVLRQWKHµVHFRQGVLJKW¶KLVRZQSRLQWRIYLHZFRQIXVHGE\WKH
GRXEOHGHOHJLDFVLWXDWLRQ/LNHWKHFRLQKHUHQFHRIDUHDGHU¶VDIIHFWZLWKWKHSHUIRUPDWLYH
display of affect in a text, the heart of the scribe is twinned to the affects imagined in the 
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face of its (m)other with quasi-illocutionary force. The performative fusion of the two 
XQFRQVFLRXVDIIHFWVKHUVZLWKKLVFRQVWUXFWHGWKURXJKWKHKRSHIXOµWRJHWKHU¶LVEHOLHG 
KRZHYHUE\WKHFRQWUDGLFWLRQLQWKHSKUDVHDVDZKROHµ>W@RVFUXWHWRJHWKHUZLWKWKH
LQVFUXWDEOHIDFH¶+LVVFUXWLQ\LVVFULSWLQJWKHIDFHZLWKDffect it cannot read into the face. 
What is being performed by the eye subject to the face under its gaze is not a perceived 
affect but unreadability of affect ± inscrutability, not clear affect-signals.21  
 What the scribe reveals here is the lineaments of ERWKKLVGHVLUHWRGHVWUR\µWKH
VKDFNLQUXLQV¶DQGWKHGHVLUHIRUWKHPRWKHU¶VHQLJPDWLFRWKHUQHVVWKHµHYHQW¶
FRQMXUHGE\KLVTXHVWLRQLQJµTXHVW¶22 The radical fusion of the observing eye and the old 
ZRPDQ¶Vµ>X@QVSHDNDEOHJOREH¶ISIS, p. 57) that occurs at this pitch may mean that what 
is collapsing is the difference between them. The returning eye may even be hers, a 
postmortem return to the final days. Or again, the difference between the destructive eye 
and her dying inscrutable face may be so radical as to represent the unspeakable 
difference between self and other, between self and unconscious. The intermittence she 
displays, her suddenness, expresses the unpredictable shifts and swings brought on by 
bearing those two inscrutable contradictions in mind.  
 $QG\HWDVZLWK/HYLQDV¶PRYHEH\RQGWKHGLDOHFWLFDOPDFKLQHRILQWHUPLWWHQFHD
third alternative exists, of her summoning him to respond, beyond the premises 
structuring his anti-elegiac routines. And as Laplanche argues, it is the enigmatic 
messages of the mother within collapsed into the enigma of mourning which is being 
performed on the display-board of the face. It is not affect which is being performed, 
however, but the inscrutable, unspeakable otherness far behind the eye, and yet 
mysteriously there on her surfaces, in and on her face, in the proximity of close-up, face-
 17 
to-face. And it is that inscrutability which, paradoxically, is no longer a sign of the 
EORFNHGDIIHFWZKLFKLVVRILWIXOO\PRYLQJLQWKHQDUUDWRU¶VRZQFRQWUDGLFWLRQVDnd 
intertextures. It signals, or performs, the source of all affect ± the face that attends, 
closely, to the face of the other. Her inscrutability is what, in the end, he cannot say 
farewell to. The echoes of her face organize his speech, unconsciously, ineluctably, 
unspeakably:  
 
And what if the eye could not? No more tear itself away from the remains of 
trace. Of what was never. Quick say it suddenly can and farewell say say farewell. 
If only to the face. Of her tenacious trace. (ISIS, pp. 58-59) 
  
The face, because so destitute and defenceless, begins to demand human response, to 
generate, because of its inscrutable enigmatic force, performances of affect in the 
observer, as if it were the mother of all faces. Her trace is tenacious in the textures of his 
voicing of the tearing away, the obsessive return of the rhymes miming the obsessive 
return to KHUIDFH7RZULWHµIDUHZHOOVD\VD\IDUHZHOO¶LVOHVVDFKLDVPXVWKDQDEURNHQ
affect-driven imperative which gives the lie to its own decreative drive. The scribe is 
being forced by the face and its tenacious trace ± through its inscrutability and the ethical 
responses these spark into being23 ± to perform being summoned7KHPRWKHU¶VIDFHWR
the mourning imagination is the site of the extraordinary fusion, not of two 
XQFRQVFLRXVQHVVHVEXWRIWKHPRWKHU¶VHQLJPDDVXQFRQVFLRXVVRXUFHRIDIIHFWDQGWKH
REVHUYHU¶VGHHSIHHOLQJDVUDGLFDOVHOI-questioning shame and unspeakable bereavement. 
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 :KDW%HFNHWW¶VODWHHOHJLDFSURVHGHPRQVWUDWHVLVWKDWWKHDIIHFWVWKHIDFe 
SHUIRUPVGRKDYHWH[WXDOIRUPLQWKHUHODWLRQVEHWZHHQWKHFRPSRVLWLRQDOµ,¶-voice and 
WKHVXEMHFWRIWKHTXHVWIRUWKHµRWKHUWKLQJ¶LQWKHRWKHU7KRVHUHODWLRQVWDNHSODFHLQWKH
prose more forcefully in remembered and fictional form than in real present-time face-to-
face encounters ± because bereavement is at once a conjuring of the dead face and a 
revisiting of the traces of affect still being generated by the encounter with the face as 
enigma-in-proximity. Affect performance is defined by such conjuring acts. The retrieval 
of forgotten affect through visionary encounter with the face is offered to the reader as 
textual trace ± and acts as a performative of sorts, having the reader perform the affects 
generated by the same inscrutable face. The fictionalizing and the remembering lay bare 
WKHIXVLRQDODQGGLIIHUHQWLDOLQWHUWH[WXUHRIWKHQDUUDWRUUHDGHU¶VLPDJLQDWLRQZLWKWKH
DIIHFWVJHQHUDWHGE\WKHVXPPRQLQJIDFH7RJULHYHIRUWKHPRWKHU¶VIDFHLVDSOXPELQJ
RIWZRGDUNVWKHGDUNRIWKHREVHUYHU¶VRwn unconscious cloven into matricidal and 
loving affects, and the dark of the zone far behind her eye yet there in and on the face; the 
space of the (m)other enigma, source of all performances of narrational and readerly 
affects, yet in itself unspeakable, tenacious, inscrutable.  
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EXWPHWKHUHQGIXOO\GUHVVHGVLOHQWO\VWDULQJDWWKHWKHIORRUZLWKRQHILQJHULQKHUPRXWK¶$ODG\-in-
waiting, Lady Southwell reported that the dying QueeQµZDVIULJKWHQHGE\WKHYLVLRQRIDVSHFWUDOILJXUHRI
KHUVHOILQDGUHDP¶. Michael Dobson & Nicola Watson, (QJODQG¶V(OL]DEHWK (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2002), pp. 14-15. 
21
 µ,WLVPLVOHDGLQJ¶, Wittgenstein argues when thinking about cases of uncertainty in guessing someone 
HOVH¶VPHQWDOSURFHVVHVµWRWKLQNRIWKHUHDO>DIIHFW@DVDIDFLDOH[SUHVVLRQRIDQinner face, so to speak, 
such that this facial expression is defined completely clearly, and that it is only the outer face that makes it 
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uncerWDLQZKHWKHUWKHVRXOUHDOO\KDVWKLVH[SUHVVLRQ¶. Wittgenstein, Last Writings on the Philosophy of 
Psychology, YRO,,µ7KH,QQHUDQGWKH2XWHU-¶2[IRUG%ODFNZHOOp. 70. 
22 
 'HUHN$WWULGJH¶VHVVD\LQWKLVYROXPHDUJXHVWKDWFRPSOH[ZULWLQJZKLFKFKDOOHQJHVDUHDGHU¶V
V\PSDWK\DVZLWKWKHZRUNRI&RUPDF0DF&DUWK\IXQFWLRQVE\VWDJLQJWKHERG\¶VYXOQHUDELOLW\WR
YLROHQFHDVWKHPRWKHUILJXUHLVYXOQHUDEOHWRWKHQDUUDWLYHJD]HDVDIRUPRIRWKHUQHVVWRµderealisation of 
the perpetual goings-RQLQVLGHRXUVNLQV¶. 
23
 They are ethical because all ethics begins with the summons to responsibility (and the performance of 
DIIHFWLYHUHVSRQVHVRFFDVLRQHGE\WKHµHWKLFDOSUR[LPLW\¶RIWKHIDFHRIWKHRWKHU/HYLQDVµ%H\RQG
,QWHQWLRQDOLW\¶S). That summons may very well be performing what Jean-Jacques Lecercle describes, 
LQWKLVYROXPHDVWKHµcounter-LQWHUSHOODWLRQ¶LQYROYHGLQWKHLURQLFVWDQFHWKHPDWHUQDOIDFHLVWKHFRXQWHU-
interpellative onlooker within as unconscious language event. 
